Maine State Library

Digital Maine
Transportation Documents

Transportation

11-30-2010

Martin's Point Bridge Advisory Committee : Meeting Minutes,
November 30, 2010
Maine Department of Transportation

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalmaine.com/mdot_docs

Recommended Citation
Maine Department of Transportation, "Martin's Point Bridge Advisory Committee : Meeting Minutes,
November 30, 2010" (2010). Transportation Documents. 1426.
https://digitalmaine.com/mdot_docs/1426

This Text is brought to you for free and open access by the Transportation at Digital Maine. It has been accepted
for inclusion in Transportation Documents by an authorized administrator of Digital Maine. For more information,
please contact statedocs@maine.gov.

12/7/10
Martin’s Point Bridge Advisory Committee
Martin’s Point Health Care Center
Minutes of November 30, 2010 Meeting
6 to 8 pm

Attendees:
Committee members
Ann Tucker
Patrick Costin
Cheri Juniewicz
Kathi Earley
Suzanne Foley-Ferguson
Mayer Fistal
Adrian Fox
John Woodcock
Donald Hamilton
Don Gower

Julie MacDonald
Richard Weare
Mike Bobinsky
Sue Ellen Bordwell
Jay Reynolds
Holly Winger
Nathan Poore
Hilary Bassett
Alex Jaegerman

Other attendees
Leanne Timberlake, MaineDOT
Wayne Frankhauser, MaineDOT
Ben Condon, MaineDOT
Sally Oldham, Consultant to MaineDOT
Dale Spaulding, The Louis Berger Group
Paul DeStefano, The Louis Berger Group
Fred Douglas, The Louis Berger Group
Jeff McEwen, Federal Highway Administration
Sally Oldham opened the meeting by explaining the goals for the meeting were to achieve
consensus on a Vision statement and then to begin the more specific discussions that will provide
input to Leanne as she drafts the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the bridge replacement. Sally
indicated that the group would spend a good amount of time discussing how the bridge will be
used and what cross section arrangement(s) will best meet the needs of its users. She reviewed
highlights of the guidelines for meetings adopted by the group. She asked for any comments on
the minutes from the October 26, 2010 meeting. There were no comments and the minutes were
approved.
To begin the consideration of the Vision statement, Sally read the Problem and Needs statements
that were adopted by consensus at the October 26 meeting. Alex Jaegerman pointed out that in
the Problem statement, the word complement should be spelled with an “e” rather than an “i”
because of its usage. All agreed with this change. Sally read the Vision statement as it had been
revised at the last meeting and reminded all that this statement derived from one prepared by
three committee members that was based on the input from all members at the August and
September meetings. Time at the last meeting had run out to complete consideration of the
statement and to test for consensus, but a suggestion to modify that statement in response to
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wording concerns was adopted just prior to the end of the October meeting. Sally counseled the
group that as the purpose of these statements is clear communication within this Advisory
Committee, but more importantly, clear communication with teams that will prepare proposals
for the project, it is beneficial to be both clear and concise in the words used.
Sally asked Alex to begin the discussion as he had voiced a particular concern at the last
meeting. Alex explained that the wording adopted, “that when seen from all vantage points, the
bridge enhances the view of the bay and the estuary,” satisfied his needs regarding the Vision.
Others indicated support for the statement. Mayer Fistal questioned whether the last phrase, “By
fulfilling this vision,” was an accurate way to lead into the final sentence. It was suggested that
this phrase be deleted and that the subsequent “also” was not needed. Sally asked if there were
additional comments or questions. There being none, she called for a thumbs up to indicate
consensus on the Vision statement as revised. Everyone responded with thumbs up. The Vision
statement adopted is as follows:
VISION STATEMENT

Adopted by consensus 11/30/10

Traveling across Martin’s Point Bridge should be a memorable event, a
special moment, every time it is traversed. Its design should ensure that
when seen from all vantage points, the bridge enhances the view of the bay
and the estuary. Its design will encourage diverse use for future
generations. The bridge will provide a safe and seamless connection
between communities.
Adrian Fox asked a question as to whether the Problem, Needs, and Vision statements would
appear verbatim in the RFP. Leanne responded that they would appear somewhere in the project
request documents. Upon further questioning, Leanne agreed that they would appear in the RFP
itself. Mike Bobinsky said that similar statements from a citizen’s advisory committee had been
included in the Veterans Bridge RFP so there is precedent for this.
Sally called on Leanne Timberlake to present the Powerpoint presentation that had previously
been emailed to committee members. Leanne explained that some design elements in the RFP
will be prescriptive, but many requirements will be non-prescriptive to encourage creativity in
responses from the proposal teams. Regarding the requirements for different modes of travel,
Leanne explained that she understands there are generally three types of bicycle riders: those
experienced who want to ride in the shoulder, the less experienced who may be teens or adults,
and the inexperienced who are generally children. She indicated the bridge accommodates the
first group well now, but not the other two groups.
Leanne pointed out the current sidewalk configurations on either side of the bridge. She showed
several options for how the bridge could be configured to accommodate different modes. She
then looked at the current fishing access and suggested different options to accommodate the
needs of anglers.
Sally opened the discussion time asking for questions primarily of a factual and clarification
nature prior to having committee members caucus in small groups to begin their consideration of
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what might be the best cross section configuration. Sally explained the agenda was organized to
address the fishing/pedestrian options after those of vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians but
indicated it was fine to bring up fishing options earlier if it seemed helpful. She indicated the
fishing requirements might be included in the RFP with less specificity than other modal
requirements to allow for creative solutions. Sally reviewed the list of “Some constraints for the
new bridge and its approaches”
 Cost – should be no wider than existing bridge, preferably less
 Need to minimize property and wetland impacts
 Need to be able to maintain two lanes of traffic while the underbridge crane is being used
for bi-annual inspections – 6’ minimum shoulder width or 4’ minimum shoulder width
with a non-separated sidewalk
 12’ lanes minimum – we could request a design exception for 11’ lanes if warranted
 Bus currently stops at each corner
Julie MacDonald asked what happens to bicyclists if there is an accident and a car needs to
occupy the shoulder. Leanne indicated this is one purpose/use of a shoulder and in such a case,
bicyclists would need to go around the vehicle. Sue Ellen Bordwell supported and added to this
response. Holly Winger brought up a strong concern that eliminating the median would lead to
less safe conditions. Richard Weare asked clarifying questions about the need for a median and
what the requirements and practice is regarding having a barrier between the vehicular travel
way and the sidewalk. Wayne Frankhauser indicated the need for a barrier is a function of the
speed and use. Most bridges with a 35 mph posted speed do not have a barrier between the
vehicular travel way and a sidewalk. Jeff McEwen of FHWA indicated the requirements
regarding barrier use with multi-use paths are different than for just a sidewalk use.
Dale Spaulding of the Louis Berger Group indicated that often a median is used to allow a
turning lane to be introduced as a way to separate turning traffic from through traffic. Wayne
indicated deciding whether to incorporate a median is often an engineering judgment. He said
that many roads with this amount of traffic just have a single line down the middle of the route.
Jeff McEwen of FHWA indicated that in a case like this bridge, a median would not be judged
cost effective when looking at the justification of this expenditure versus other transportation
expenditure needs in Maine.
Regarding the use of a barrier next to the sidewalk, Wayne indicated that a barrier is sometimes
indicated on roads with higher speeds but having a barrier also makes winter maintenance
harder. Cheri spoke up to report that often the sidewalk on the current bridge is impassable in the
winter. Wayne indicated most routes with sidewalks would not have a barrier. Jeff indicated
that multi-use paths are usually separated from the vehicular travel way. Suzanne asked whether
plantings rather than a barrier could help to provide a visual and physical separation. Adrian
indicated that in his experience, plantings generally are not maintained and become an eyesore.
Adrian asked a question about the 100-year life requirement. How do we know how to configure
the bridge and whether two vehicular lanes are enough? How can we see so far into the future to
know what the needs of 2110 will be? Sally asked that the group address this question later to
keep on time and allow the cross section small group discussions to proceed.

3

12/7/10
Sally asked that committee members break into informal groups of three to involve every
member in initial discussions regarding three questions:
 How will people use the bridge?
 How do you balance the needs of different modes?
 What cross section configuration would work best to balance the needs of different
modes?
Following a 10-minute discussion time, Sally asked for comments from the groups about their
discussion conclusions. Patrick Costin began with comments about the future sidewalk plan on
the Falmouth side. Jay Reynolds updated the group saying that Falmouth’s Council has voted to
proceed with a sidewalk on one side of the road. Public hearings will be held to seek public
input. It seems, however, that the East side of the road would be a favorable location due to
easement and grading requirements. The town expects to carry the project out in three phases to
Providence Avenue.
Patrick continued saying his group thought that if there is a way to segregate pedestrians from
vehicular traffic in a lane physically separated from the vehicular travel way and also to
accommodate anglers on both sides this would provide the best configuration. Wayne said a
separated lane could be considered but additional cost may be a constraint. Adrian suggested it
may be adequate to have a walkway on just one side. Other comments were made that it will be
difficult to keep anglers to fishing from just one side of the bridge. Many anglers favor one side
or the other depending on the tide and it will be hard to keep them from crossing to the other side
of the bridge when they want to fish there.
Jeff suggested that 11’ to 12’ vehicular lanes with a 6’ shoulder would be appropriate for this
type of roadway and for the speeds desired. He suggested that 12’would be desirable for a multiuse trail (e.g. Bayside Trail, Eastern Prom Trail) and an 8’ width would be the minimum
possible.
Hilary Bassett spoke for her group saying they favored a configuration with 6’ shoulder & bike
use/ 12’ auto lane/ 12’auto lane/ 6’ shoulder & bike use/ 12’ multiuse. You would need to add
the barrier widths to this.
John Woodcock stated that most fishermen use drop lines, without a rod. Richard described how
people tend to fish, using the bridge on both sides, creating unsafe conditions. There was
discussion about how maintenance would be handled on the bridge if there were a separated
multi-use path. Mike Bobinsky stated this would be an important consideration to address since
maintenance would likely fall to Portland or Falmouth, not to MaineDOT. Cheri said the walk
today is often not maintained in winter, although Jay stated that Falmouth has a snow blower to
maintain sidewalks in the winter. Also trash is not picked up on the bridge.
Questions arose about lane width. Kathi Early stated that although Dave Redlefsen was not
present, she knows that he feels strongly that transit needs a 12’ lane. Adrian asked if large
trucks could be barred from using the bridge. Wayne indicated it would be difficult for
MaineDOT politically to propose such a restriction. Sally read Paul Niehoff’s input on behalf of
PACTS as he could not attend the meeting. He wrote:
“PACTS is looking into the best way to continue the designated bike lane system from
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Back Cove to the bridge which would mean (as previously stated) bike lanes on the
bridge. I understand we will have 6’ shoulders on the bridge in any case so the striping
and stenciling could wait. Keep in mind this facility (the bridge in its entirety) will be
used by a range of cyclists from vehicular cyclists/commuters to families with young
children and everyone in between.
A simple comment on the discussions about the multiuse path proposed for the bridge. I
would advocate for a minimum of 10’ in width unless there is one on each side of the
bridge, then 8’ should be sufficient.”
Don Hamilton asked about whether a widening of the current bridge would require widening of
the causeway. It seems, however, what the widths proposed to date are not wider than the
current bridge.
With the help of committee members, Sally summarized the cross section configuration
proposals in order to ask for members’ preferences. She indicated people could vote for any of
the configurations they favored as the purpose of this discussion was to provide input to Leanne
that she can then take into consideration with other requirements regarding the cross section
choice. The choices and votes are summarized below.
Options
1. Permit full separation of pedestrians and autos with a separate superstructure.
a. Consider maintenance needs
b. How much added cost would there be? Is it possible just the width of the
pier would be the added cost?
c. Could funding come from any other agency. A response was this was not
likely.
2. 11’ travel way with 6’ shoulder for type A cyclist. Note: With discussion, there
was very little support to consider 11’ lanes so the width was changed to 12’ making
this option very similar to 1 and 3. The lower vote may reflect the initial 11’ lane
proposal.
a. 6’/ 12’/ 12’/ 6’/ 12’ multiuse trail
b. What would happen with anglers’ wanting to fish on both sides?
c. An 8’ minimum multiuse trail would be possible, but 12’ would be best
3. 6’/ 12’/ 12’/ 6’/ 12’ multiuse
a. 12’ lanes help with policing, but you could stripe the lanes a 7’/ 11’/ 11’/ 7’
if you wanted to have the traffic calming effect of narrower lanes but have
the flexibility of the 12’ space for policing and buses.
4. Combine 1. & 3. Have 6’/ 12’/ 12’/ 6’/ with a separated 12’ multiuse.

Votes
16

4

14

11

Further comments:
 Whatever design is chosen, the lanes including the multiuse lane need to be well
maintained.
 It would be ideal to consider having a sidewalk on both sides but with one wider as a
multiuse trail.
 We need to address safety issues for anglers.
 It is not preferred to have a lower sidewalk area because of safety and vagrancy concerns.
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Hilary stated if we have a cantilevered/ separated pedestrian way, this could allow for exciting
visual creativity. Bump outs could be considered. Jeff suggested you could consider “bump
ins”, meaning if the multiuse path way was separate, there could be occasional connectors back
to the main travel way perhaps allowing for placement of a bench.
Richard asked if a 54’ width would be acceptable. Wayne stated that cost will be a limiting
factor and DOT will have to approve and fund the project. Wayne briefly explained the “best
value design build” process that combines cost plus a score based on specified criteria. He also
stated he does not want to overly constrain bidders because he wants to encourage creativity at
many levels. Holly asked what the extents of the project would be. Wayne said this is not yet
determined but will include an approach at each side that ties in reasonably with the existing
roadway but that minimizes the roadwork and cost.
Jeff returned to the question Adrian had asked early in the meeting about how it would be
possible to address the needs of the next 100 years regarding road cross section. Jeff suggested
design build teams could be asked to address how the road could be widened if this were ever
needed.
Sally thanked everyone for their focused attention and collaborative thinking. She stated that the
next meeting would be held at Martin’s Point Health Care Center on January 18 from 6:00 to
8:00 pm. Sally explained briefly that the group will address possible alternative alignments at
this meeting and the constraints involved with each.
Following the conclusion of the meeting, Nathan Poore discussed an additional alternative he
and Jay Reynolds wished to have considered as follows:
 4 or 5’ sidewalk with no barrier (primarily for anglers)/6’/ 12’/ 12’/ 6’/ 8 or 10’ multiuse
lane with barrier
Action Items:
 Sally will send information to committee members about possible alignments prior to
the next meeting.
Next meeting: Date -- Tuesday, January 18, 2010
Time: 6:00-8:00 pm
Location: Martin’s Point Health Care center, 331 Veranda Street, Marine
Hospital Building
Future meetings:
Date – Tuesday, February 1, 2010
Note: The March meeting date needs to be changed due to a schedule conflict.
Sally will send a Doodle poll out the Advisory Committee members to select
March and April meeting dates.
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